INTRODUCTION he various approaches to
English for Academic Purposes (EAP) have long realized (Barber, 1962; Halliday, McIntosh and Strevens, 1964; Strevens, 1977; Strevens, 1983 ) that, as university teachers, we should focus on the syntax and vocabulary specific to the broad disciplinary areas of our students. This is fitting for a sub-discipline of Applied Linguistics which, along with English for Specific Purposes, prides itself on distrusting "theories that do not quite work out in the litmuspaper realities of the classroom", as Swales (1988: viii) has made clear.
As EAP has always been anchored in pedagogy, the careful design of didactic units was an obvious necessity, thereby requiring needs analysis, based on previous discourse analysis of the spoken and written academic texts, in many cases, particular to the fields in which the students are studying Settings (1993) , which focused on business, legal and academic genres. To the previously mentioned studies, Contrastive Rhetoric has also added many analyses which contrast the written discourses of various languages in order to help students (Berkenkotter, Huckin and Ackerman, 1991) . These latter studies have tended to focus on the conventions particular to specific discourse communities. However, as Bhatia (2002) More recently, there has been less of a focus on more general concepts of EAP, which have been criticized as too broad and therefore insufficiently focused on the particular disciplines of the students (Bhatia, 2002: 28-29) . Given the overwhelming evidence in favour of disciplinary approaches to the teaching of EAP regarding reading and writing (Hyland, 2000) , it is difficult to ignore the differences inherent in the various academic fields in which teachers of EAP work. Nevertheless, I argue here for a complementary rhetorical approach, based on corpus studies of the transfer of rhetorical strategies from academic Spanish to academic English. This type of analysis, I
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propose, would still provide a "common core", from which other more disciplinarycentered work might proceed. I first present a framework for English-Spanish contrastive analysis which may be applicable to various disciplines. Then, I present work carried out on academic writing in English Philology, where I teach, and specifically an analysis study of impersonalization strategies in the academic English of Spanish university students.
CORPUS STUDIES: TOWARD
The ever-increasing interest in corpusbased cross-linguistic studies has had an especially great influence on lexical research (Bogaards and Laufer, 2004 (Croft, 1990; Greenberg, 1974) or the ways in which syntactic, semantic and pragmatic cues might influence EFL learner behavior (Gass, 1989; Thompson and Hopper, 2001 ). The usefulness of L2 data as valid for the search for language universals has long been acknowledged (Greenberg, 1991; Huebner and Ferguson, 1991; Hyltenstam, 1986) . Data from EFL learners from different mother-tongue backgrounds can also shed light on the relationship of lexis to syntax (Goldberg, 1995; Traugott, 1988) , the L1 and second-language (L2) learning of lexis and grammatical properties (Bley-Vroman, 1989 James, 1989) , the influence of transfer 1 from the L1 to the L2, or cross-linguistic influence, (Johansson and Hasselgard, 1999; Odlin, 1990; Sharwood Smith and Kellerman, 1986) nd -year students; graduate students who are writing their theses, etc.) there is a notable reduction of grammatical errors as the students progress towards the final years of their career, showing a progression in the command of the linguistic code. In a cross-sectional study of the writing development through four years of university students studying English Philology, Neff and Prieto (1994) found that 4 th -year English Philology students differed significantly from those of the 1 st -year in having fewer surface syntactic errors even though the 4 th -year students constructed sentences that were much more complex syntactically. That is, over the years, what remains are errors involving more than one factor, for example, both typological differences between English and Spanish and also differences in rhetorical conventions. However, the fewer number of surface errors makes the rhetorical-grammatical errors of the advanced students all the more evident. The point is that these types of errors are common to Spanish EFL writers in any academic discipline, since all disciplines require impersonalization.
ENGLISH FOR ACADEMIC PURPO-SES IN SPAIN: "COMMON CORE" ELEMENTS
It is also evident that, at least for the transfer of rhetorical conventions from academic Spanish to academic English, there is a continuum along which the strategies used by the Spanish university EFL writers fluctuate. The younger EFL writers tend to rely on the use of we to address readers, an obvious transfer from the Spanish convention of using nosotros to address readers: we can see, we can find, we can observe, etc. The more advanced EFL writers transfer a more sophisticated rhetorical strategy from Spanish: that of using the se passive in order to adopt an impersonal voice. Unfortunately, the transfer of this syntactic pattern usually results in clauses with the subject placed after the verb or in clauses with a double subject, as can be seen in the results presented in Table 2 . As observed in the research presented here, when the we strategy begins to disappear, the clauses with double subject made their appearance. In the remainder of this paper, I report on data from two different studies involving undergraduate students' texts and those written by graduate students, both groups studying English Philology. 
IMPERSONALIZATION STRATEGIES: T R A N S I T I O N S F R O M U N D E R -GRADUATE TO GRADUATE EFL WRITING
Method
One part of the data for this study come from the ICLE Error Tagging Spanish se passive construction, which may result in clauses with two subjects. 
Results and discussion
CONCLUSION
Most of the errors remaining in the academic writing of advanced English Philology students are those that concern rhetorical aspects which have two underlying sources for problems in constructing authorial voice:
the transfer of typological and rhetorical conventions from the L1 (Spanish). These constructions are important because, in English, they constitute part of the strategies that academic writers may use to evaluate propositions while remaining in the background (Neff, 1991) .
While in English there are many manuals and articles (Bazerman, 1995; Ventola and Mauranen, 1996; Biber, et al., 1999) which can help novice writers in adjusting the authorial voice to both the genre and the implied reader -from baldon-record assertions to propositions put forth with agentless passive hedges -this is not the case in Spanish. Such manuals as do exist in Spanish (Cassany, 1993; tend to be general in tone and do not give specific recommendations about norms for different disciplines. There would appear to be a lack of corpus-based studies in Spanish, which make it difficult, both for the apprentice writer of academic Spanish and for the comparative linguist, to identify, with any degree of reliability, the discourse strategies and syntactic structures used by expert writers in academic genres. Although there are a number of studies that deal with specific word order strategies in Spanish (Contreras, 1976) 
